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RESPONSE C1  
Gerald Cauthen/Robert Feinbaum, Bay Area Transportation Working Group 

C1a-1 This comment refers to Slide 16 of the staff presentation to the BART Board of 
Directors (BART Board) on August 10, 2017. The slide identified the number of 
BART parking spaces available in the Tri-Valley at the two existing BART 
stations (West Dublin/Pleasanton Station and Dublin/Pleasanton Station), the 
proposed Isabel Station under the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative, and 
the proposed remote parking lot at Laughlin Avenue for the Express Bus/BRT 
Alternative. At Isabel Avenue, the slide identified 3,400 spaces for the 
Proposed Project and 150 spaces for the Express Bus/BRT Alternative. The 
3,400 spaces for the Proposed Project would be new spaces at Isabel and 
constructed as part of the new BART station. The 150 Isabel spaces for the 
Express Bus/BRT Alternative are the existing park-and-ride spaces on the BART 
property at Isabel Avenue and Airway Boulevard. Please note that in addition to 
the 150 existing spaces at Airway Boulevard, BART would provide 230 new 
spaces at a remote parking lot at Laughlin Road as part of the Express Bus/BRT 
Alternative. While the number of parking spaces supplied with the Proposed 
Project is greater than that supplied with the Express Bus/BRT Alternative, the 
comment is not correct in claiming that the ratio of parking provided by the 
Proposed Project to that for Express Bus/BRT Alternative is 23 to 1. The correct 
ratio of parking with Proposed Project to that for Express Bus/BRT Alternative 
is approximately 9 to 1 (3,400/380 =8.9).  

In order to avoid constraining ridership by limiting parking, the amount of 
parking supplied for the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives was 
determined by the amount of parking demand generated by each. Page 299 of 
the Draft EIR describes the estimated parking demand identified by the BART to 
Livermore Travel Demand Model, which was based on projected park-and-ride 
passengers for each BART facility. In other words, the model assumed 
unconstrained parking supply for the Proposed Project and each of the Build 
Alternatives, allowing it to predict the parking demand without regard for 
supply constraints. For the Proposed Project, the parking facilities at Isabel 
Station were sized according to the demand forecasted by the model. Using a 
similar approach for the Express Bus/BRT Alternative, the analysis determined 
the appropriate size for a park-and-ride lot at Laughlin Road. As shown in 
Table 3.B-29 [Parking Demand at Existing and Proposed BART Parking Facilities 
(2025 and 2040)] on page 301 of the Draft EIR, the model predicts that the 
demand for parking at Laughlin Road under the Express Bus/BRT Alternative 
would be lower than demand at the Isabel Station parking garage under the 
Proposed Project.  
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C1a-2 

C1a-3 

C1a-4 

C1a-5 

The operations and maintenance costs for the Proposed Project and Build 
Alternatives are described on pages 192 to 193 of the Draft EIR. The comment 
is correct that the Proposed Project has operating costs of $22.8 million in 
2040, compared to $3 million for Express Bus/BRT Alternative. However, 
operating costs for the Proposed Project would be largely offset by new BART 
fares. Farebox recovery ratios indicate that BART would recover most 
(approximately 88 percent) of its operations and maintenance costs for the 
Proposed Project through fare revenue in 2040. Furthermore, under 
Cumulative Conditions in 2040, which includes the buildout of the Isabel 
Neighborhood Plan (INP), the farebox recovery ratio for the Proposed Project is 
estimated to be 101 percent. This may in part be explained by the relatively 
long trips and high fares that new riders from Tri-Valley BART stations would 
pay compared with the average BART trip. The Express Bus/BRT Alternative and 
Enhanced Bus Alternative are estimated to have even higher rail farebox 
recovery ratios. Please refer to the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives 
Evaluation Report 
(Evaluation Report) for additional information, provided as a link on the project 
website at: http://www.bart.gov/about/projects/liv. 

The Proposed Project and Alternatives do not include a connection between 
BART and the Altamont Corridor Express (ACE). Extending BART far enough to 
create a connection to ACE may be pursued in a future project, but it is not 
part of this project, which extends only to Isabel Avenue. Improvements to ACE 
service are outside the scope of this project and should be addressed to the 
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
Livermore’s contribution to project funding; Master Response 4 for information 
about extending rail farther east to Greenville; Master Response 10 for 
information regarding the Tri-Valley-San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail 
Authority’s project concept connecting Northern San Joaquin County with the 
Tri-Valley; and Master Response 11 for information regarding ACE. 

The commenter's preference for improved bus service and a large park-and-ride 
lot at Isabel Avenue is noted. The Express Bus/BRT Alternative evaluated in the 
Draft EIR is designed to use the Express lanes on I-580 to provide high quality 
bus service from park and ride lots at Isabel Avenue and Laughlin Road to the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, similar to the suggestion made in the comment.  

BART has outlined several near-term and long-term major investments that 
would increase its ability to meet future demand for service. Together, these 
projects would allow BART to run up to 30 trains per hour through the 
Transbay Tube to increase capacity and alleviate the existing pinch point. The 
Draft EIR examined the impact of additional BART ridership from the BART to 

http://www.bart.gov/about/projects/liv
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Livermore Extension Project on BART operations in 2025 and 2040. The 
analysis indicates that the additional ridership is within the capacity of the 
Transbay Tube (see pages 286 through 287 in Section 3.B, Transportation, of 
the Draft EIR).  

C1a-6 The Express Bus/BRT Alternative is one of the alternatives evaluated in the 
Draft EIR. Ridership estimates for both the Proposed Project and the Express 
Bus/BRT Alternative, as well as the other alternatives, take into account 
population density in the service area. The BART Board will consider the 
relative merits and costs of the Proposed Project and the three Build 
Alternatives to determine whether the Proposed Project or an alternative 
should be approved. 

C1b-1 The commenter's preference for the Express Bus/BRT Alternative is noted. The 
BART Board will consider the comments provided on the Draft EIR and opinions 
expressed therein prior to adopting a project.  

C1b-2 BART ridership at the Isabel Station is estimated to be approximately 8,100 
weekday boardings (16,200 entries and exits) under the Proposed Project in 
2040, which would make it a medium-sized station within the BART District. 
See Table 3.B-22 of the Draft EIR (page 293). Table 3.B-22 also illustrates the 
ridership at the other Tri-Valley stations with and without the proposed Isabel 
Station.  

The ridership analysis does not double-count existing riders now boarding at 
the Dublin/Pleasanton Station who switch to the new Isabel Station as new 
riders on the BART system. As noted in Table 3.B-22, there is an increase in 
total ridership from the Tri-Valley stations of 6,500 daily weekday boardings in 
2040. Looking at the Tri-Valley as a whole avoids double counting existing 
passengers if they change stations. While the anticipated BART ridership 
projected for 2040 at the proposed Isabel Station is higher than ridership at 
some end stations today, the commenter is incorrect that 8,100 weekday 
boardings is higher than existing ridership at all other end-of-line stations. 
Some stations, including Fremont and Daly City, have seen higher ridership. 
Also, it is important to note that BART ridership overall is expected to increase 
dramatically by 2040, driven in part by continued development in the Bay Area. 
According to BART year 2040 forecasts, Isabel Station would have fewer 
weekday boardings than El Cerrito del Norte (10,200 weekday boardings) or 
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Pittsburg/Bay Point (9,100 weekday boardings), and have the same number of 
weekday boardings as Millbrae.1 

C1b-3 The Express Bus/BRT Alternative does not include a parking structure because 
it does not generate sufficient demand to require one in order to accommodate 
its anticipated riders, while the Proposed Project would generate sufficient 
demand to require a parking structure at the Isabel Station. Please see 
Response to Comment C1a-1, which describes the BART to Livermore Travel 
Demand Model. The model analyzed unconstrained parking supply for the 
Proposed Project and each of the Build Alternatives, allowing it to predict 
parking demand for each alternative without regard for supply constraints. As 
described therein, the amount of parking proposed for the Proposed Project 
and each Build Alternative is the amount of parking demand predicted by the 
model, in order to avoid constraining ridership by limiting parking. 

C1b-4 The comment is correct that the Express Bus/BRT Alternative could be funded 
through existing sources, and that both the Proposed Project and DMU 
Alternative would need additional funding (as yet unidentified). However, the 
comment is not correct that construction of the Proposed Project would take “a 
few decades” compared to “a few years” for the Express Bus/BRT Alternative. 
As described on page 168 of the Draft EIR in Chapter 2, Project Description, 
construction of either the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, or Express 
Bus/BRT Alternative is anticipated to begin in 2021 and last approximately 
5 years through 2026. The Enhanced Bus Alternative is anticipated to take 
2 months to construct. BART considers this a realistic schedule for design and 
construction of a project. This schedule is predicated on funds for the adopted 
alternative being secured by the start of construction in 2021.  

  

                                                
1 BART Fiscal Year 2018 Financial Model.  
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RESPONSE C2 
Karen Whitestone, California Native Plant Society 

C2-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment is 
informational in nature; no response is necessary. 

C2-2 The biological resources setting and impact analysis in the Draft EIR (Section 
3.I, Biological Resources) is based on the best available scientific data as well 
as surveys of all accessible portions of the collective footprint, which have 
been fully surveyed for biological resources using California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and United States Fish and Wildlife Service standards. 
The plant species considered during surveys included all California Rare Plant 
Rank 1 and 2 species as well as locally rare, unusual, or significant species. 
The full list of plant species considered during surveys is provided in the 
survey reports completed for BART to Livermore Extension Project. These 
surveys were completed by qualified botanists.  

The Draft EIR summarizes the biological surveys completed for the BART to 
Livermore Extension Project starting on page 820. Comprehensive (i.e., 
focused) botanical plant surveys were performed in all accessible portions of 
the collective footprint—the combined footprints of the Proposed Project, DMU 
Alternative/EMU Option, and Express Bus/ BRT Alternative—and were 
appropriately timed following CDFW survey guidance to identify the full 
complement of special-status plants that occur in the regional project 
vicinity.2, 3, 4, 5, 6 In other words, most plant species reach their peak flowering 
condition, or are otherwise identifiable in a vegetative state, during the period 
that the botanical surveys were completed for the project in 2013 and 2014. 
The botanical survey methods that were used conform to the current CDFW 

                                                
2 Environmental Science Associates, 2013a. BART to Livermore Extension (BLVX) Project 

Consolidated Biological Resources Report, Site 7 [I-580 Corridor Area], Alameda County, California. 
Prepared for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District. October. 

3 Environmental Science Associates, 2013b. BART to Livermore Extension (BLVX), Consolidated 
Biological Resources Report, Site 2 [Isabel North], Alameda County, California, Prepared for the San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, October. 

4 Environmental Science Associates, 2013c. BART to Livermore Extension (BLVX), Consolidated 
Biological Resources Report, Site 1 [Isabel South], Alameda County, California, Prepared for the San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District. November. 

5 Environmental Science Associates, 2013d. BART to Livermore Extension (BLVX), Consolidated 
Biological Resources Report, Site 3 [Laughlin Road Area], Alameda County, California, Prepared for 
the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, October. 

6 Environmental Science Associates (ESA), 2014. BART to Livermore Extension Project, Rare 
Plant Survey Report, Prepared for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District. June.  
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survey guidance (2009), which was also the current guidance at the time that 
surveys were performed.  

Information on the methods and results from biological surveys is provided in 
the biological reports that were prepared for the project and included in the 
administrative record.7, 8, 9, 10, 11 The survey reports present available information 
on the locations and extent (population size and number of acres) of sensitive 
resources on the project site. Aside from the Cayetano Creek Area, much of the 
collective footprint has been subject to historical and current disturbances that 
have reduced habitat values for native plants and wildlife. Hence, rare plant 
and wildlife populations have been diminished in much of the project 
footprints and no rare plant populations are known from areas that have been 
surveyed for the project.  

Additionally, several of the project sites that were analyzed in the 2010 BART 
to Livermore Extension Program EIR were screened out of the current project 
footprint, partly to avoid known sensitive resources. For example, several rare 
plant populations were identified during focused surveys of BART’s Laughlin 
east property. Thus, this property was specifically excluded from the current 
project and instead the developed portion of BART’s property west of Laughlin 
Road is utilized for remote parking in the Express Bus/BRT Alternative.  

As described on page 820 of the Draft EIR, several grassland areas, including 
the roughly 110-acre Cayetano Creek Area, remain to be surveyed due to 
access limitations to private property, and the Draft EIR acknowledges that the 
distribution of rare plants in the Cayetano Creek Area is unknown. As identified 
by the commenter, the status of biological surveys in the collective footprint is 
presented in Table 3.I-1 (Completed and Pending Surveys for the Proposed 
Project and Build Alternatives). Comprehensive botanical surveys have been 

                                                
7 Environmental Science Associates, 2013a. BART to Livermore Extension (BLVX) Project 

Consolidated Biological Resources Report, Site 7 [I-580 Corridor Area], Alameda County, California. 
Prepared for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District. October. 

8 Environmental Science Associates, 2013b. BART to Livermore Extension (BLVX), Consolidated 
Biological Resources Report, Site 2 [Isabel North], Alameda County, California, Prepared for the San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, October. 

9 Environmental Science Associates, 2013c. BART to Livermore Extension (BLVX), Consolidated 
Biological Resources Report, Site 1 [Isabel South], Alameda County, California, Prepared for the San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District. November. 

10 Environmental Science Associates, 2013d. BART to Livermore Extension (BLVX), 
Consolidated Biological Resources Report, Site 3 [Laughlin Road Area], Alameda County, California, 
Prepared for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, October. 

11 Environmental Science Associates (ESA), 2014. BART to Livermore Extension Project, Rare 
Plant Survey Report, Prepared for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District. June.  
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completed on more than 78 acres of undeveloped accessible lands within the 
collective footprint, which includes the Isabel North Area, Isabel South Area, 
the Interstate Highway (I-)580 corridor area, and the Laughlin Road area. The 
specific areas that remain to be surveyed for rare plants are listed in Table 
3.I-1. BART is unaware of any focused plant or wildlife surveys on the 
inaccessible parcels identified in Table 3.I-1.  

However, even when surveys are completed, it is common to have data gaps, 
particularly in the presence, absence, and distribution of rare plants, which 
have a long survey window; such gaps are typically remedied through the 
application of appropriate mitigation measures.  

The project design is intended to avoid the most botanically sensitive portions 
of the Cayetano Creek Area that support alkali habitat, as described in the 
Draft EIR on pages 832 and 884 and illustrated in Figure 3.I-2b. The 
identification of sensitive areas was based on information provided in the East 
Alameda County Conservation Strategy documents, the CDFW California 
Natural Diversity Database, the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Electronic 
Inventory, and an independent analysis of aerial photos by plant, wildlife, and 
wetland specialists.12 The project also avoids most of Arroyo las Positas and 
associated riparian habitat in the Isabel South area. This finding is also 
supported by the habitat-based analysis provided in the Guidebook to Botanical 
Priority Protection Areas of the East Bay.13 As a first step in avoiding and 
minimizing impacts to alkali habitat and sensitive natural communities in the 
Cayetano Creek Area, the project team identified the distribution of sensitive 
habitat during the project design stages. Then, the collective footprint for the 
rail alignment and project facilities was designed to specifically avoid sensitive 
habitat.  

Specifically, the project footprint in the Cayetano Creek Area was located 
toward the hillside to the west of alkali habitat to avoid direct impacts to 
sensitive wetland, plants, wildlife, and sensitive natural communities that are 
expected in low-lying areas. Through this approach, the Proposed Project 
would avoid most, if not all potential direct impacts to rare plants in the 
Cayetano Creek Area. As designed, the collective footprint in the Cayetano 

                                                
12 ICF International, 2010. East Alameda County Conservation Strategy. Final Draft. October. 

(ICF 00906.08.) San Jose, CA. Prepared for East Alameda County Conservation Strategy Steering 
Committee, Livermore, CA. 

13 Bartosh, H., L. Naumovich, and L. Baker 2010. A Guidebook to Botanical Priority Protection 
Areas of the East Bay. East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society. http://ebcnps.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/06/GuidebookBPPA-EBCNPS-download-web.pdf  

http://ebcnps.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/GuidebookBPPA-EBCNPS-download-web.pdf
http://ebcnps.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/GuidebookBPPA-EBCNPS-download-web.pdf
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Creek Area traverses relatively non-sensitive annual grassland habitat where, 
based on the specific habitat requirements for most rare plant occurrences that 
are described starting on page 837 of the Draft EIR, alkali-associated rare 
plants are unlikely to occur. Nine of the 12 special-status plants that have 
potential to occur in the collective footprint, as described in Table 3.I-4, are 
associated with alkali habitats, including all federal or State of California-listed 
plant species. Hence, avoiding the alkali habitats by design would avoid most, 
if not all impacts to special-status plants in the Cayetano Creek Area. Similarly, 
this approach avoids wildlife species such as vernal pool fairy shrimp and 
California tiger salamander breeding habitat that is also sometimes associated 
with alkali habitat.  

The mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR will adequately mitigate 
impacts to rare plant species and wildlife species. If rare plant or wildlife 
species are encountered during focused surveys, BART has committed to 
provide compensatory habitat at agency-approved ratios for any populations 
that are identified. Specifically, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.A (Botanical Surveys 
for Areas Not Previously Surveyed and Refinement of Project Design) requires 
that protocol-level botanical surveys be completed according to CDFW special-
status plant survey guidelines prior to project implementation. Botanical 
surveys will document the location and size of rare plant populations, if 
present, and shall be used to inform the planned avoidance of rare plant 
populations whenever possible. In the event that special-status plants are 
identified during surveys, Mitigation Measure BIO-1.B (Salvage and Relocation 
of Rare Plants that Cannot be Avoided) would relocate rare plants that cannot 
be avoided. Mitigation Measures BIO-1.A and BIO-1.B provide an approach that 
is common practice to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the identified 
population. Therefore, no modifications are required to the Draft EIR to identify 
potential impacts to rare plant species, or to avoid and minimize project 
impacts to identified plant populations. 

The comment mentions indirect impacts, but does not cite any specific 
deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis or identify any impacts that the 
commenter believes should have been analyzed. Generally, the biological 
analysis addresses indirect impacts to special-status species and sensitive 
natural communities by avoiding such areas and maintaining existing 
conditions in areas that are avoided. As described on page 884 of the Draft 
EIR, the project design would maintain the hydrologic connectivity of seasonal 
wetlands within Cayetano Creek Area, to minimize and/or avoid potential 
indirect impacts to seasonal wetland and alkali habitat. The Proposed Project 
also avoids stream and riparian habitat in Arroyo Las Positas, which flows 
through the Isabel South Area. 
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Regarding wetland delineation, the biological surveys completed provide a 
field-based assessment of jurisdictional aquatic features within the collective 
footprint areas at a level of detail that is sufficient to support the CEQA 
analysis and to provide an estimate of jurisdictional areas within the collective 
footprint. The extent of aquatic features in inaccessible areas was mapped and 
calculated using current and historic aerial photographs of drainage corridors. 
Based on this reasonable methodology, the Draft EIR conservatively estimates 
that Proposed Project would impact approximately 0.711 acres of wetland, 
creek and pond habitat (page 923). The DMU Alternative would impact 
approximately 0.693 acre and the Express Bus/BRT Alternative would impact 
approximately 0.540 acre. These estimates—none of which exceeds 1 acre—
are sufficient for purposes of disclosing the magnitude of wetland impacts to 
decision-makers and the public. In addition, adequate mitigation will be 
assured by completing a verified wetland delineation prior to construction as 
described in Mitigation Measure BIO-12.A (Identify and Avoid Sensitive Natural 
Communities), which requires a qualified biologist to conduct a formal wetland 
delineation survey and identify the distribution of sensitive natural 
communities within and adjacent to the footprint of the adopted project. 
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure BIO-12.B (Compensate for Impacts to CDFW 
regulated Sensitive Upland Plant Communities) provides for the restoration of 
temporarily disturbed sensitive natural communities, and compensation for 
sensitive natural community losses through restoration, enhancement, 
creation, and preservation. Mitigation Measures BIO-11.A (Avoid and Minimize 
Impacts to Wetlands, Waters of the U.S. and/or Waters of the State) and 
BIO-11.B (Compensatory Mitigation for Wetlands, Waters of the U.S. and/or 
Waters of the State) would avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and other 
waters to the greatest extent practicable and provide compensation for 
impacts through wetland restoration and/or creation. 

The Draft EIR provides an adequate account of wetland distribution and 
sufficient mitigation to reduce potential impacts; no modifications are required 
to the Draft EIR to identify potential impacts to wetlands, or to avoid and 
minimize protect impacts to these features.  

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR is deficient for omitting biological 
surveys on private property to which BART was denied access by the property 
owners. Under California law, a public agency must obtain a court order to 
enter private property without the owner’s permission to perform 
environmental surveys (Cal. Civ. Code § 1245.030, Property Reserve, Inc. v. 
Superior Court (2016) 1 Cal.5th 151, 175). In the Property Reserve case, the 
California Supreme Court stated that a property owner is entitled to notice and 
can be afforded a hearing and an opportunity to present evidence relevant to 
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the factors the court is required to consider before an order for entry may be 
issued. The procedure required to obtain a court order to enter private 
property is a costly and time-consuming process. Nothing in CEQA requires 
BART to undertake such proceedings in order to force entry into private 
property for purposes of preparing an adequate EIR. Instead, BART made 
conservative assumptions that special-status plant species may be present in 
areas that BART was unable to access directly for biological surveys (see Table 
3.1-4 on pages 837 to 846). Given this conservative approach, it is unlikely 
that additional surveys would reveal impacts not currently addressed in the 
Draft EIR. Moreover, in the unlikely event that any species were missed by this 
conservative approach, they would be identified by surveys required prior to 
construction and subject to mitigation measures as provided in the Draft EIR. A 
lead agency is required only to use its best efforts to discover and disclose all 
that it reasonably can when preparing an EIR. CEQA Guidelines § 15144; see 
Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova 
(2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 431. CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a) specifically provides 
that: “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every recommended 
test and perform all recommended research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters.” See also Association of Irritated 
Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1396 (lead 
agency was not required to conduct a protocol level biological study merely 
because commenter requested it; the “fact that additional studies might be 
helpful does not mean that they are required”). 

The commenter’s statement that it does not support the Proposed Project or 
any of the alternatives as currently written is noted. 

C2-3 The analysis of impacts to biological resources in the Draft EIR incorporates 
available information that is more recent than that reviewed for the 2010 BART 
to Livermore Extension Program EIR. BART appreciates the resources noted by 
the commenter and has reviewed the references. These references do not 
provide new information pertaining to the project baseline or identify any new 
potential sensitive botanical resources. The Draft EIR analysis included a 
similar habitat-based analysis to that performed by CNPS in the Guidebook to 
Botanical Priority Protection Areas of the East Bay.14 The Springtown Botanical 
Protection Area that is discussed in this publication identified areas in the 
Cayetano Creek Area that support alkaline soils. As described in Response to 

                                                
14 Bartosh, H., L. Naumovich, and L. Baker 2010. A Guidebook to Botanical Priority Protection 

Areas of the East Bay. East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society. http://ebcnps.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/06/GuidebookBPPA-EBCNPS-download-web.pdf  

http://ebcnps.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/GuidebookBPPA-EBCNPS-download-web.pdf
http://ebcnps.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/GuidebookBPPA-EBCNPS-download-web.pdf
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Comment C2-2 above, BART selected a project footprint in the Cayetano Creek 
Area that avoids all the identified low-lying alkali areas where alkaline-
associated rare plant species are expected. During early site planning, BART 
used the East Alameda County Conservation Strategy habitat models to fully 
avoid the alkali wetland complex in the Cayetano Creek Area. By avoiding the 
modeled alkali habitat, which is shown in Figure 3.I-2b on page 831 of the 
Draft EIR, the project will also avoid any rare plants that occur specifically 
within this habitat type.  

The Database of Rare, Unusual, and Significant Plants of Alameda and Contra 
Costa Counties is a password-protected database managed by CNPS. The 
commenter did not cite any specific deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis 
related to rare plant sightings from the database. The Manual of California 
Vegetation is a general reference that does not provide a site-specific 
assessment that would assist in the identification or protection of rare plant 
resources in the alignment.15 As such, no modifications have been made to the 
Draft EIR to identify potential impacts to rare plant species, or the mitigation 
measures to avoid and minimize protect impacts to identified plant 
populations.  

  

                                                
15 Sawyer, John O., Todd Keeler-Wolf, and Julie M. Evens, 2009. Manual of California 

Vegetation, 2nd ed. 
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RESPONSE C3 
Linda C. Klein, Cox Castle Nicholson on behalf of Chamberlin Associates 

C3-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment introduces 
issues that are covered in more detail in the remainder of the comment letter. 
Please see Responses to Comments C3-2 through C3-13 for individual 
responses to these issues. 

C3-2 This comment is informational in nature and does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the EIR; no response is necessary. 

C3-3 The information in Appendix C (Right-of-Way Information) of the Draft EIR, 
pertaining to the parcel addresses and land uses was derived directly from the 
Alameda County Assessor website. Based on the information provided by the 
commenter, the property address and land use for this property has been 
revised. 

Pages 3 of 5 of Appendix C.1 and C.2 (for the Proposed Project and DMU 
Alternative, respectively) have been revised as follows:  

 
Conventional BART Project – Potential Land Acquisition 

APN Parcel City 

Approximate 
Percent of 
Parcel Needed 
for Permanent 
Project 
Footprint 

Parcel 
Address Land Use 

905 000901303 LIVERMORE 5.1% to 10.0% COLLIER 
CANYONNORTH 
CANYONS 
PARKWAY 

Vacant 
industrial land 
(may include 
misc. 
imps)Vacant 
commercial 
land  
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DMU Alternative – Potential Land Acquisition 

APN Parcel City 

Approximate 
Percent of 
Parcel Needed 
for Permanent 
Project 
Footprint 

Parcel 
Address Land Use 

905 000901303 LIVERMORE 5.1% to 10.0% COLLIER 
CANYONNORTH 
CANYONS 
PARKWAY 

Vacant 
industrial land 
(may include 
misc. 
imps)Vacant 
commercial 
land  

 

C3-4 Caltrans designates portions of its freeway system as landscaped freeways; 
post miles from 14.97 to 15.63 along I-580 are classified as landscaped 
freeways. The areas outlined in red, shown in Figure 3.E-6b (see page 573 of 
the Draft EIR), identify the approximate location of the landscaped freeway 
segments and are not intended to indicate that the landscaped freeway 
segment encroaches onto any particular property. No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are required. 

C3-5 The comment is acknowledged. The information in Appendix E (Cumulative 
Project List) of the Draft EIR pertaining to the Chamberlin Property was 
provided to BART by the City of Livermore. At that time, the City of Livermore 
noted that the Chamberlin property had submitted a proposal for General Plan 
and zoning changes to allow more intense development and a wider range of 
uses, but no specific project had been proposed.  

The March 2016 application submitted to the City by Chamberlin Associates 
does not demonstrate that development should be considered “likely” in the 
near term. While the application requests General Plan and zoning 
amendments which would allow a greater development intensity and wider 
range of land uses than currently permitted on the property, and includes an 
application for a sign permit, it is not an application for approval or permitting 
of a specific development project. An application for a specific project must be 
approved before a development could be constructed on the property.  

Please note that the level of development assumed in the Draft EIR for the 
cumulative scenarios was based on either the INP (for the Proposed Project and 
DMU Alternative) or Plan Bay Area (for the Express Bus/BRT Alternative and 
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Enhanced Bus Alternative). Therefore, the requested change by the commenter 
to the amount of development and uses that may be allowable on the site 
would not affect the environmental analysis. Please see Section 3.A, 
Environmental Analysis, of the Draft EIR for a description of the methodology 
for cumulative impacts. 

Page 6 of Appendix E has been revised as follows: 

 
TABLE 1 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS AND PLANS 

L6a  Chamberlin  Approximately 11 
acres with an 
assumption for 
development of up to 
100,000 245,000 
square feet of 
commercial and office 
space  

Southwest corner of 
Airway Boulevard and 
North Canyons Parkway  

No current developer. 
Unknown. Potential for 
development in near 
term.  

 

C3-6 As described on page 178 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, 
several potential temporary staging areas have been identified for the 
Proposed Project and Build Alternatives. These temporary staging areas are on 
undeveloped land close to the project corridor, and they would be used in 
addition to staging areas within the permanent project footprint. The 
construction contractor would determine the staging areas before construction 
activities begin. The EIR evaluated a number of potential staging areas to 
demonstrate the feasibility of off-site construction staging in the project area. 
If one or more of the locations identified as potential staging areas is 
unavailable, other feasible locations described in the Draft EIR may be utilized 
and/or the construction contractor may be required to identify other locations. 
The Chamberlin property, referred to as the North Canyons Parkway Staging 
Area in the Draft EIR, has been identified as a potential temporary staging area.  

Chamberlin’s comment that it is not interested in making its property available 
to BART for one of those potential staging areas is noted. The loss of this one 
site from the candidate set of potential staging locations does not affect the 
environmental evaluation or feasibility of the project. However, if the 
contractor chooses a staging area that has not been evaluated in this EIR, 
additional environmental analysis may be required. Moreover, as the comment 
also notes, BART’s construction activity near the Chamberlin property would 
occur during one of the earlier phases of the Proposed Project’s construction 
schedule. Because Chamberlin has applied only for General Plan and zoning 
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amendments, not permits or approvals for a specific proposed development 
project, it is not clear that construction of a Chamberlin project would be 
underway when the BART project begins construction. 

C3-7 BART appreciates receiving a copy of the WRA Environmental Consultants 
biological resources report (June 2016) from the commenter. The WRA report 
has been included in Appendix B of this Response to Comments document. 
The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR analysis of biological resources did 
not reflect information provided in the WRA biological report, which had not 
been previously provided to BART. 

The commenter states the following: (1) the WRA report found that no special-
status plant or wildlife species have a moderate or high potential to occur on 
the Chamberlin property; (2) the Draft EIR incorrectly assumes the Chamberlin 
property provides western burrowing owl habitat and is grassland; and 
(3) therefore, the Draft EIR should be revised to remove reference to the 
Chamberlin property with respect to Mitigation Measure BIO-1A.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1A would apply to the Chamberlin property only if 
BART’s project were to use that property as a construction staging area. If, as 
Chamberlin indicates, its property will not be available to BART for use as a 
construction staging area, BART’s project would not affect any potential 
biological resources on the property and no mitigation by BART would be 
necessary. 

Page 17 of the WRA report states that the Chamberlin property is disked twice 
annually for weed and fire control. However, the WRA report also indicates 
that, on the June 13, 2016 visit, several ground squirrel burrows were observed 
along the perimeter of the property. The observation of ground squirrel 
burrows (i.e., potential burrowing owl host burrows) combined with 
photographs in Appendix B of the WRA report confirm that portions of the 
Chamberlin property that are not regularly disked have the potential to provide 
burrowing owl habitat. Moreover, the non-detection of burrowing owls during 
the single, non-protocol survey on June 13, 2016 does not conclusively 
demonstrate whether the site may support burrowing owls at the time the 
BART to Livermore Extension Project will be constructed. The implementation 
of mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR, including pre-construction 
biological surveys, will ensure that the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives 
would not impact burrowing owls on any potentially suitable habitat for this 
species, which could include the Chamberlin property (if it were to be used as a 
construction staging area).  
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Although the commenter states that the Chamberlin property does not contain 
“grasslands,” the WRA report states on page 12 that, “(t)he Study Area is 
composed of one biological community, non-native annual grassland.” The 
WRA biological report is consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR that the 
Chamberlin property supports grasslands. The comment suggests that the 
Draft EIR should specifically characterize the grasslands on the Chamberlin 
property as ruderal because WRA found non-native annual grassland and 
ruderal vegetation consists of non-native species. The Draft EIR states that 
ruderal vegetation consists of non-native species of plants that occur in 
disturbed areas such as construction materials staging areas, roadsides, and 
other regularly disturbed sites (see page 825 of the Draft EIR). However, 
ruderal vegetation does support sensitive species such as burrowing owls, 
California tiger salamanders, and California red-legged frogs (see pages 852 
and 904 of the Draft EIR).  

In summary, the Draft EIR adequately identifies potential biological resources 
in the project study area and no revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

C3-7 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR should have analyzed noise impacts on 
a “likely” future hotel that may be constructed on the Chamberlin property. The 
March 2016 application submitted by Chamberlin Associates to the City does 
not demonstrate that a hotel is likely. As described in Response to Comment 
C3-5, no specific development project on the Chamberlin property has been 
submitted to the City of Livermore for approval or permitting. Chamberlin’s 
March 2016 application for General Plan and zoning changes refers to a 
possible hotel in the “conceptual project” for purposes of visual analysis, but 
does not include any land use changes or other components specifically to 
facilitate a hotel.  

No hotel currently exists on the Chamberlin property. CEQA requires analysis 
of impacts to existing land uses and receptors, but does not require analysis of 
impacts to, or those associated with, speculative future developments.16 See 
also Response to Comment C3-9 below regarding the absence of a reasonably 
foreseeable future project for the Chamberlin property. 

                                                
16 See, e.g., Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 739 

(“CEQA does not require discussion in an EIR of future developments which are unspecified and 
uncertain.”); Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180, 193 (“where future 
development is unspecified and uncertain, no purpose can be served by requiring an EIR to engage 
in sheer speculation as to future environmental consequences”).  
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Nevertheless, though not required by CEQA, BART acknowledges the 
commenter’s concern and provides the following response for informational 
purposes.  

It is not possible to quantify potential noise impacts from the Proposed Project 
or Build Alternatives in the manner analyzed in the Draft EIR, because 
Chamberlin has not yet proposed a site plan that identifies a specific location 
for a hotel. However, it is possible to use information in the Draft EIR to 
demonstrate that, if a hotel did exist on the property, construction-related and 
operational noise impacts would be less than significant.  

The southern extent of the Chamberlin property is approximately 250 feet 
from the edge of I-580, while the northern extent is approximately 900 feet 
from I-580. Based on other measurements collected along the project 
alignment, it is estimated that the existing noise levels on the Chamberlin 
property could range from 70 A-weighting decibels (dBA), day-night average 
noise level (Ldn) at the southern extent to 62 dBA Ldn at the northern extent. Any 
hotel or other noise-sensitive use constructed on the Chamberlin property 
would need to address the freeway noise exposure at the site, likely by 
constructing a sound wall. Assuming a sound wall were to be constructed, the 
incremental noise contribution from operation of the BART or DMU/EMU trains 
would likely be similar to that predicted at long-term noise receptor location 
LT-3—i.e., 56 dBA Ldn for BART train noise in 2025 and 2040 (Table 3.J-19 on 
page 1010 of the Draft EIR) and 58 dBA Ldn for the DMU/EMU train noise in 
2025 and 2040 (Table 3.J-21 on page 1015). These contributions would be less 
than significant, even at the lower end of the estimated noise level exposure 
for the Chamberlin property.  

Regarding construction noise impacts, if a hotel were present on the 
Chamberlin property at the time BART constructs the Proposed Project or Build 
Alternatives, there would be no pile driving activity within 3,000 feet of the 
property and the closest construction noise exposure from standard non-
impact construction equipment would be approximately 250 feet away from 
freeway widening and realignment activities. Given this distance, construction 
noise impacts at the Chamberlin property would be less than that estimated for 
noise receptor location LT-2 (170 feet away)—i.e., 81.4 dBA Leq (Table 3.J-12 on 
page 990 of the Draft EIR). This conservatively estimated noise level would be 
below the FTA’s construction impact criteria of 100 dBA Leq for commercial land 
uses (Table 3.J-4 on page 975). Therefore, construction-related noise impacts 
would be less than significant at the Chamberlin property if a hotel were 
constructed prior to the Proposed Project or Build Alternatives. 
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C3-8 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR should have analyzed electromagnetic 
field (EMF) impacts on equipment that may be present in medical office 
buildings permitted to be constructed under the INP and the proposed zoning 
in the March 2016 application submitted by Chamberlin to the City. The INP’s 
commercial zoning does allow medical office buildings, and Chamberlin’s 
March 2016 application proposes medical office use as a permitted use. 
However, no medical office use currently exists on the Chamberlin property. As 
discussed above, CEQA requires analysis of impacts to existing land uses and 
receptors, but does not require analysis of impacts to or associated with 
speculative future developments. Nevertheless, though not required by CEQA, 
BART acknowledges the commenter’s concern and provides the following 
response for informational purposes.  

As described in Impact PHS-13 (Result in EMF that Causes Interference with 
other Electromagnetic Systems), starting on page 1387 of the Draft EIR (Section 
3.N, Public Health and Safety), a screening distance of 226 feet was used to 
study the potential for electromagnetic field interference with other 
electromagnetic systems. This screening distance comes from a recent study of 
the California High-Speed Rail (CaHSR), which shows that the magnetic field 
from an electrified track decreases to 2 milliGauss (mG), the significance 
threshold at approximately 226 feet from the centerline of the rail right-of-way 
(ROW).17 

There is a small area along I-580—approximately less than 10 percent of the 
Chamberlin property—that is within 226 feet from the ROW of the proposed 
BART tracks. As discussed in the Draft EIR, this screening distance is very 
conservative when used for the BART to Livermore Extension Project, for the 
following three reasons: (1) the CaHSR would operate at a much higher voltage 
(25 kilovolts) compared to BART (1 kilovolt); (2) CaHSR cars are heavier than 
BART cars and would travel at higher speeds, thus requiring more electrical 
power compared to BART and resulting in higher magnetic fields; and (3) the 
CaHSR would use a catenary system, which would have higher magnetic fields 
compared to the third rail system used by BART. Therefore, the actual distance 
from the BART ROW at which the magnetic field would decrease to 2 mG is less 
than the 226 feet, and it is anticipated that no area of the Chamberlin property 
would experience a magnetic field change greater than 2 mG. Furthermore, if a 

                                                
17 California High-Speed Rail Authority, 2014. California High-Speed Train Project 

Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, Fresno to Bakersfield Section. 
Chapter 3.5 Electromagnetic Fields and Electromagnetic Interference. April. Available at: 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/fresno-baker-
eir/final_ERIS_FresBaker_Vol_I_CH3_5_EMI_and_EMF.pdf, accessed May 2017. 

http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/fresno-baker-eir/final_ERIS_FresBaker_Vol_I_CH3_5_EMI_and_EMF.pdf
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/fresno-baker-eir/final_ERIS_FresBaker_Vol_I_CH3_5_EMI_and_EMF.pdf
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medical facility were to be developed on the site, the facility would likely 
ensure that its equipment is adequately screened from electromagnetic field 
interference from all potential sources, per standard industry practice.  

C3-9 Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines requires a lead agency to consider the 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project together with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. As the commenter notes at 
the outset, the Chamberlin property is included in the list of “Cumulative 
Projects and Plans” in Appendix E of the Draft EIR. Moreover, the cumulative 
analysis included in the Draft EIR collectively addresses construction and 
operational activities under the INP, as described starting on page 226 of the 
Draft EIR (Section 3.A, Introduction to Environmental Analysis). As the 
Chamberlin property is both part of the INP and is included in Appendix E, it is 
already included in the cumulative analysis.  

Regarding the commenter’s request to analyze a particular project on the 
Chamberlin property, Chamberlin has not applied for any specific proposed 
development project that would qualify a “reasonably foreseeable probable 
future project” for cumulative impact purposes. Even if the City had already 
adopted the General Plan and zoning changes requested in the March 2016 
application, a lead agency is not required to consider full buildout of 
hypothetical specific projects that may be permissible under the General Plan 
and zoning as reasonably foreseeable future projects for purposes of 
cumulative impact analysis. Moreover, even if the March 2016 application did 
describe such a project, a lead agency may reasonably restrict its cumulative 
analysis to projects for which the developer submitted an application prior to 
the date of EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP).18 Chamberlin’s March 2016 
application for General Plan and zoning changes was submitted to the City 
subsequent to the NOP for the BART to Livermore Extension Project EIR, which 
was issued on August 30, 2012.  

Regarding air quality impacts, see Impact AQ-7(CU) (Generate TAC and PM2.5 
Emissions that Result in Health Risks Above the BAAQMD Significance 
Thresholds during Construction under Cumulative Conditions), starting on 
page 1148 of the Draft EIR. The cumulative conditions assessed for this impact 
include the INP. While health risk impacts from project construction emissions, 
after mitigation, would not exceed the project-specific CEQA threshold of 
significance, the cumulative impact of construction of the Proposed Project, 

18 Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1127-1128; San Franciscans for 
Reasonable Growth (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 74. 



MAY 2018 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS – BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR 
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

353 

together with construction of one or more development projects under the INP, 
may exceed the cumulative CEQA threshold at the locations of the maximally 
exposed individual sensitive receptors for those development projects. 
Therefore, cumulative health impacts are considered potentially significant. 
The Draft EIR conservatively considered this cumulative impact significant and 
unavoidable. Additionally, the operational air quality cumulative analysis 
already includes traffic associated with the INP, as described in Impact AQ-
18(CU) (Result in Emissions of TACs and PM2.5 Causing Increased Health Risk 
above BAAQMD Significance Thresholds under 2025 Cumulative Conditions) on 
page 1182 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR analyzes cumulative transportation 
impacts from construction and operations starting on pages 315 and 391, 
respectively, of Section 3.B, Transportation.  

C3-10 The commenter correctly notes that the Community Character Element of the 
City of Livermore General Plan, Section IV.C, I-580 Scenic Corridor 
Implementation, establishes view angles to prohibit structures from extending 
above the applicable view surface established by the view angle. This is 
described on page 578 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.E, Visual Quality), and is 
explicitly specified to be part of the methodology for the analysis of impacts 
on scenic vistas. As described under Impact VQ-4 (Have a Substantial Adverse 
Effect on a Scenic Vista) on page 618 of the Draft EIR, the Livermore General 
Plan designates 3,500 feet on each side of the I-580 freeway centerline as a 
scenic corridor, and establishes view angle envelopes along the corridor, past 
which development is not permitted to extend. However, development may 
take place outside of the view angle envelope where it is located within a 
1,000-foot radius of the Isabel Avenue/I-580 interchange, north of I-580. 

This comment does not indicate the specific aspect of the City’s visual impact 
methodology the commenter believes was not addressed by BART in the Draft 
EIR. Nevertheless, although BART elected to consider the City’s scenic corridors 
as scenic resources for purposes of visual analysis in the EIR, BART as lead 
agency has the discretion to utilize its own visual analysis methodology and is 
not required to follow the City’s methodology. Furthermore, the relocation of I-
580 and interchange modifications would be replaced in-kind. No change in 
the height of the retaining walls or the interchanges is proposed; therefore, no 
height increase that could conflict with the view angle policies in the City of 
Livermore General Plan. Visual impacts are adequately assessed in the Draft EIR 
and no revisions are required.  

C3-11 As described on pages 55 through 57 of the Draft EIR in Chapter 1, 
Introduction, the City of Livermore's INP functions as the Ridership 
Development Plan (RDP) for the Isabel Station per BART’s System Expansion 
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Policy. Nevertheless, the City of Livermore is the author of the INP and lead 
agency for the INP EIR; thus, the commenter’s concerns should be addressed to 
the City.  

Regarding the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) funding 
mentioned in the comment, the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the BART to 
Livermore Extension Project's consistency with MTC Resolution #3434 transit-
oriented development (TOD) policy on pages 1502 and 1503 in Chapter 5, 
Project Merits. As described therein, the average number of housing units 
within a 0.5-mile radius of the Dublin/Pleasanton Station and Isabel Station is 
projected to be 4,831, well above the MTC threshold. These housing 
thresholds do not actually apply to the BART to Livermore Extension Project 
and the analysis is provided for informational purposes only. 

C3-12 This comment is informational in nature and summarizes previous comments. 
Please see Responses to Comments C3-10 and C3-11 regarding the INP. 
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RESPONSE C4 
Citizens for Balanced Growth 

C4-1 

C4-2 

C4-3 

Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. CEQA requires an EIR to 
contain discussion of alternatives as well as the Proposed Project. Although 
CEQA allows an EIR to discuss significant impacts of alternatives in less detail 
than those of the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6), the Draft EIR 
evaluated alternatives at greater length than is usual, in response to direction 
by the BART Board for a thorough evaluation of all the alternatives. This 
resulted in a document that may have been larger than a typical EIR. BART 
recognizes that this could be perceived as a disadvantage for some readers. 
However, analyzing the Proposed Project and all the alternatives in each 
chapter by topic, and in one document rather than in separate reports, enables 
the reader to easily compare the alternatives, which was one of the objectives 
of the environmental review.  

The commenter is incorrect in stating that the information on alternatives to 
the Proposed Project is filler material. Each of the alternatives was chosen after 
a screening analysis demonstrating that they have the potential to meet the 
project objectives, and each was analyzed in the Draft EIR on the assumption 
that they potentially could be implemented. Please see Response to Comment 
C4-1 above regarding BART’s decision to analyze four Build Alternatives. The 
format of the Draft EIR is intended to allow comparisons across all alternatives, 
and the document's tables have been formatted toward that end. The analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR is adequate and no revisions are required. 

Tables 4.C-1 and 4.C-2 summarize the 2025 and 2040 AM and PM peak-hour 
arriving loads in terms of passengers per car at the Blue Line stations under No 
Project Conditions and the Proposed Project (Conventional BART Project) under 
Cumulative Conditions, which include assumptions reflecting additional 
housing and employment growth around the proposed Isabel Station as 
envisioned by the INP. 
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TABLE 4.C-1 AM AND PM PEAK-HOUR, PEAK-DIRECTION ARRIVING TRAIN LOADS PER CAR, 2025  

 AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour  

Blue Line Station 
No Project 
Conditions 

Proposed Project 
(Conventional 
BART Project), 

Cumulative 
Conditions 

No Project 
Conditions 

Proposed Project 
(Conventional 
BART Project), 

Cumulative 
Conditions 

Isabel (proposed) -- -- -- 20 
Dublin/ 
Pleasanton 

-- 19 39 53 

West Dublin 44 55 53 64 
Castro Valley 55 65 67 76 
Bay Fair 70 78 60 67 
San Leandro 62 69 67 73 
Coliseum 70 75 73 78 
Fruitvale 74 78 81 84 
Lake Merritt 82 85 83 86 
West Oakland 85 86 88 90 
Embarcadero 89 90 52 52 
Montgomery 51 52 31 31 
Powell 28 29 25 24 
Civic Center 21 21 13 12 
16th Street 10 9 10 9 
24th Street 8 7 8 7 
Glen Park 7 6 6 6 
Balboa Park 6 5 2 2 
Daly City 2 2 -- -- 

 Note: In the AM peak hour, the peak-direction trains run from Isabel Station to Daly City Station, and in the PM 
peak hour, the peak-direction trains run the opposite direction. 
-- = Not applicable. 
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TABLE 4.C-2 PEAK-HOUR, PEAK-DIRECTION ARRIVING TRAIN LOADS PER CAR, 2040 

 AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Blue Line Station 
No Project 
Conditions 

Proposed 
Project 

(Conventional 
BART Project), 

Cumulative 
Conditions 

No Project 
Conditions 

Proposed 
Project 

(Conventional 
BART Project), 

Cumulative 
Conditions 

Isabel (proposed) -- -- -- 35 
Dublin/ Pleasanton -- 34 45 62 
West Dublin 50 64 57 72 
Castro Valley 60 73 88 98 
Bay Fair 93 99 79 85 
San Leandro 82 85 87 91 
Coliseum 90 92 95 97 
Fruitvale 95 95 105 105 
Lake Merritt 104 103 109 107 
West Oakland 107 104 115 112 
Embarcadero 112 108 70 67 
Montgomery 67 64 42 40 
Powell 37 36 33 31 
Civic Center 27 26 16 15 
16th Street 13 12 13 11 
24th Street 10 9 10 9 
Glen Park 9 8 8 8 
Balboa Park 8 7 3 3 
Daly City 3 3 -- -- 
Note: In the AM peak hour, the peak-direction trains run from Isabel Station to Daly City Station, and in the PM 
peak hour, the peak-direction trains run the opposite direction. 
-- = Not applicable. 

 

The Draft EIR analysis assumed a BART rail operation plan that addressed 
increases in passenger demand by maximizing the number of cars in each Blue 
Line train, at 10 cars, and adding peak-hour, peak-direction trains as needed to 
reduce in-vehicle passenger crowding. 

As seen in Table 4.C-1 above, peak hour loads in 2025 would increase 
somewhat at stations closest to the proposed Livermore extension, with 
smaller increases in crowding as trains travel farther from Isabel Station. At 
Fruitvale Station and points farther west, levels of crowding would remain 
similar to No Project Conditions. As seen in Table 4.C-2, peak hour loads in 
2040 would follow a similar pattern, with increased levels of crowding closest 
to the proposed Isabel Station. At San Leandro Station and points farther west, 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS – BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR MAY 2018 
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

362  

levels of crowding would remain similar to No Project Conditions. At the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station, the analysis predicted passenger loads in 2025 and 
2040 that would allow passengers to find a seat, under the Proposed Project 
Cumulative Conditions in the AM peak direction. The Draft EIR analysis focused 
on 2025 and 2040 conditions in accordance with applicable guidance. While it 
is true that the BART operation plan is expected to change multiple times 
within the Draft EIR’s analysis time horizon of 2040, the EIR included analysis 
for 2025 and 2040 only, consistent with generally accepted industry standards 
for transportation analysis. A project’s opening year is reasonable to analyze 
for impacts because some impacts could be expected to be apparent 
immediately. Other impacts may not be apparent until other land use and 
transportation changes occur; thus, a year farther out in time is also 
reasonable to analyze. Usually, projects have selected 20 or 25 years into the 
future as the horizon analysis year. It is unreasonable to analyze every future 
year in which the transportation network is expected to change, since the 
network changes constantly and this approach would, in the logical extreme, 
result in analysis of every single future year. 

C4-4 Neither the Proposed Project nor any of the Build Alternatives would reduce the 
number of existing BART parking spaces in Pleasanton. Existing station 
parking, including for the Dublin/Pleasanton Station, is described starting on 
page 299 in Table 3.B-28 (BART Parking Facilities, Existing) and Table 3.B-29 
(Parking Demand at Existing and Proposed BART Parking Facilities) of the Draft 
EIR. Although no parking reductions are planned with any of the alternatives, 
BART does not guarantee that existing parking at any of its stations will remain 
in perpetuity. In some cases, BART has developed some of its station parking 
as transit-oriented development. BART’s policies regarding its existing station 
parking are described in its Station Access Policy and TOD Guidelines. 
Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station is designated as an Auto Dependent station by 
BART’s Station Access Policy, meaning it is predominantly an auto-only station 
with lower levels of transit, bicycle, and walk access. Consistent with its Auto 
Dependent classification, parking at this station is an area in which BART will 
invest funds and staff time.19 As described in the TOD Guidelines, the 
presumption is that Auto Dependent stations will continue to have at least 
some parking. Any proposed reductions in parking supply due to development 
of TOD on BART property should be accompanied by an analysis 

                                                
19 BART, 2016. Station Access Policy. Adopted June 9. 
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demonstrating that such reduction will not adversely impact access and cause 
a decrease in ridership.20  

Notwithstanding the above, BART has no plans to reduce available parking at 
the Dublin/Pleasanton Station. On the contrary, BART plans to restripe existing 
Dublin/Pleasanton parking to provide an additional 55 spaces, while the 
County has applied for funding to construct its own 398-space parking garage. 
Please also see Master Response 9 for additional information about the 
Dublin/Pleasanton Station Parking Expansion Project.  

C4-5 The Draft EIR format is designed to provide comparisons between the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives for each of the various scenarios. The information 
requested is provided in the Draft EIR, as follows. Freeway traffic conditions 
under the No Build Alternative, Proposed Project, and Build Alternatives 
(without the INP) are provided in Tables 3.B-32 through Table 3.B-47. Freeway 
traffic conditions under Cumulative Conditions (which include the INP for the 
Proposed Project and DMU Alternative) are provided in Table 3.B-47 through 
Table 3.B-67. In addition, changes in AM peak hour traffic patterns within the 
Tri-Valley, including on I-580, are illustrated in Figure 3.B-9.  

C4-6 When the NOP was issued, the location of the storage and maintenance facility 
for the Proposed Project had not been determined. However, the NOP included 
a statement that the alternatives will include tail tracks and maintenance 
facilities as needed for effective operations. The comment does not explain the 
objection to the Hartman Road location for the storage and maintenance 
facility. 

Please see Master Response 4 regarding an extension to Greenville and Master 
Response 6 about alternative sites for the storage and maintenance facility, 
including at Greenville or at Herman Avenue.  

The comment suggests that using static (parking) brakes or chocks (blocks) 
would allow the trains to be parked on a grade. However, BART train storage 
yards are required to be level because BART cars do not use static brakes. It 
should be noted that static brakes require the train operator to set or release 
the brakes every time a car is moved, which must be done manually for each 
car since electronic brake controls are more susceptible to failure and would 
not be used. Manually setting and releasing the brakes, or placing and 

                                                
20 BART, 2017. Transit-Oriented Development Guidelines. May. Available at: 

https://www.bart.gov/sites/default/files/docs/BART_TODGuidelinesFinal2017_compressed_0.pdf 
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removing the chocks, on every car in a 10-car train would be a time-consuming 
and inefficient operation.  

C4-7 The Draft EIR's assessment that the storage and maintenance facility would not 
indirectly contribute to the conversion of adjacent agricultural land is 
discussed in Impact AG-4 (Indirectly Result in Conversion of Farmland or 
Williamson Act Lands) in Section 3.C, Land Use and Agricultural Resources. on 
pages 511-512, which states “indirect conversion of agricultural land generally 
occurs when incompatible uses, such as residential and commercial uses, 
encroach upon agriculture and generate pressure to develop the non-urban 
land in their proximity. This can occur when new residents or business owners 
complain about noise, odors, or other aspects of agricultural activities, or if the 
incompatible uses affect adjacent lands in ways that substantially reduce their 
utility for agriculture, such as by interfering with water supplies.” An industrial 
use can coexist with agricultural practices because it is not as sensitive to 
those practices as residential or commercial uses. Therefore, industrial uses do 
not indirectly induce additional conversion of adjacent agricultural land beyond 
the land actually occupied by a facility. In addition, as stated on page 512 of 
the Draft EIR, agricultural land located outside of the East County Urban 
Growth Boundary would be protected from the possibility of urban 
development. 

The commenter refers to the first sentence of the third paragraph on page 512 
of the Draft EIR, which states, “an area of Williamson Act land, classified as 
Non-Prime Farmland, is near the proposed storage and maintenance facility in 
the Cayetano Creek Area.” As shown in Figure 3.C-9 (Agricultural Resources) on 
page 483, this Williamson Act land is north and west of the proposed storage 
and maintenance facility. The Draft EIR correctly describes the agricultural 
lands and potential impacts; no revisions are necessary.  

C4-8 This comment is noted; however, there is no requirement under CEQA to 
provide hyperlinks for cross-references within an EIR. The Draft EIR has already 
been published and is consistent with the format of prior BART environmental 
review documents. The Draft EIR was provided on the BART website as 
individual chapters for ease of downloading, so that hyperlinks to the chapters 
would be unnecessary.  

C4-9 As noted on page 290 of the Draft EIR, future BART service will run more 
frequently systemwide. Currently, trains run on each line at 15-minute 
headways during the peak hours (i.e., one train every 15 minutes). This 
schedule is expected to continue through 2026. BART expects to transition to 
12-minute headways (five trains per hour) sometime after 2026, and the Draft 
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EIR assumed 12-minute headways in 2040 in the peak direction during the 
peak period, along with additional rush hour trains along some routes. The 
cost attributed to the BART to Livermore Extension Project does not include 
train control and other systemwide improvements needed to operate these 
increased frequencies, but it does include additional vehicles and storage that 
will be needed for the Livermore extension.  

C4-10 As described on page 192 of the Draft EIR, $533 million is funding committed 
to the design and construction of the BART to Livermore Extension Project. 
This number is correct. The Proposed Project is estimated to cost $1,635 
million at midpoint of construction (Table 2-18 on page 191); therefore, the 
funding yet to be secured is $1,102 million (in 2016 dollars).  

In response to this comment, the following text has been added to the end of 
page 17 in the Summary chapter: 

c. Funding 

Approximately $533 million (2016 dollars) in funding has been committed 
to the design and construction of the BART to Livermore Extension Project. 
Committed project funding is provided by a combination of revenues from 
local impact fees, Alameda County use tax, and State and regional funds.  

The source of the remaining funding for the Proposed Project, the DMU 
Alternative, and the EMU Option has yet to be determined. No additional 
funding is required for the Express Bus/BRT Alternative or Enhanced Bus 
Alternative. 

C4-11 The costs reported in the Draft EIR starting on page 190 indicate the full cost 
for the Proposed Project and each alternative. The statement that project cost 
was escalated to the mid-point of construction (2024) means that, to provide 
an accurate cost estimate, the estimate is increased by the amount of 
anticipated inflation between the time of the estimate (2016) and the mid-point 
of construction (2024). Choosing the mid-point of construction balances the 
lower costs in the earlier years of construction with the higher costs in the later 
years. This is a common estimating convention used for transportation and 
other major infrastructure projects. 

C4-12 The construction schedule is presented on pages 168 and 169 of the Draft EIR. 
Construction of the Proposed Project (Conventional BART Project) is anticipated 
to last approximately 5 years; it would start in 2021 and be completed in 
2026. BART operations are expected to begin in 2026. To analyze conditions 
when BART opens, the Draft EIR performed analysis for the year 2025 because 
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it was a close approximation for 2026. Travel models and models for other 
analyses (air quality for example) typically are built to represent 5-year 
increments, which is the industry standard. In the case of BLVX, the analysis 
used a regional travel demand model from the Alameda County Transportation 
Commission (ACTC) which has been created to analyze 5-year increments, and 
used future regional land use growth and transportation network inputs as 
generated by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the 
designated agency responsible for regional transportation and land use 
planning in the San Francisco Bay Area. Modifying the ACTC model to reflect 
2026 conditions would have been much more time-consuming, likely would 
not have resulted in large differences in assumptions, and would have been 
speculative in nature, lacking corroboration by ACTC and MTC. 

In response to this comment, the following text has been added to the last 
paragraph on page 14 in the Summary chapter: 

Construction of the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative, or Express Bus/BRT 
Alternative is anticipated to begin in 2021 and last approximately 5 years 
through 2026. Construction activities would occur in phases at various 
locations along the project corridor. Operations for the Proposed Project 
and these alternatives are expected to begin in 2026.  

The Enhanced Bus Alternative, as well as the feeder bus improvements 
under the Proposed Project and other Build Alternatives would be 
constructed over approximately 2 months. Operations for the Enhanced 
Bus Alternative are expected to begin in 2021. 

 

 

 
  







MAY 2018 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS – BART TO LIVERMORE EXTENSION PROJECT EIR 
CHAPTER 4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

  369 

RESPONSE C5 
Jeffery Levin, East Bay Housing Organizations 

C5-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment is 
informational in nature; no response is necessary. 

C5-2 Please see Master Response 3 for information regarding the INP and INP 
process.  

C5-3 The Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of the BART to Livermore Extension Project, 
which is an extension of transit service only. BART is not currently proposing 
any TOD on its property. The City of Livermore is the lead agency for the INP 
EIR, which examines the environmental impacts of development in the INP 
area, including potential future TOD on the BART-owned parcels. Because the 
INP EIR is a program-level EIR, additional project-level CEQA review may be 
required if and when development projects are proposed on the BART-owned 
parcels.  

In addition, as required by CEQA, the BART to Livermore Extension Project 
Draft EIR has considered and analyzed the cumulative impacts of surrounding 
development that could combine with the impacts of the BART to Livermore 
Extension Project. As described on page 227 of the Draft EIR, the INP is one of 
the cumulative projects considered. Therefore, the Draft EIR analyzes the 
cumulative impacts from implementation of the Proposed Project (or the DMU 
Alternative) together with the INP, which addresses potential future 
development of the BART-owned parcels. Please see Master Response 3 for 
additional information regarding implementation of the INP. 

C5-4 Please see Responses to Comment C5-3 and Master Response 3 regarding the 
adoption of the INP and its timeline compared to the timeline for the adoption 
of a BART to Livermore Extension Project. As noted in those responses, the City 
will adopt the INP before the BART Board takes action on project adoption. As 
provided by BART’s System Expansion Policy and described on pages 55 to 56 
of the Draft EIR in Chapter 1, Introduction, when deciding whether to adopt a 
project, the BART Board will consider how well the INP would facilitate TOD and 
provide a good station experience for patrons. 

As noted by the commenter, BART adopted a TOD policy on June 9, 2016 
which includes the “Complete Communities” goal for local jurisdictions to 
ensure that BART contributes to neighborhood/district vitality, supporting a 
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mix of uses and incomes.21 Consistent with that goal, the City of Livermore has 
prepared the INP which provides for a diversity of residential and non-
residential uses, supporting a vibrant TOD environment and well-distributed 
land uses. In addition, the City of Livermore has incorporated policies and 
performance measures from BART’s TOD policy—as well as other relevant 
BART policies such as the Affordable Housing and Station Access policies—into 
the INP.22, 23  

The INP includes the following goals and policies pertaining to implementation 
of BART’s Affordable Housing policy:24 

P-LU-34: Coordinate with BART to maximize affordable housing on BART-
owned property north of the station and achieve their goal of at 
least 20 percent affordability. 

G-LU-5: Minimize the involuntary displacement of existing residents 
resulting from increased property values after the BART to 
Livermore extension. 

P-LU-39: Develop an anti-displacement strategy in the event of rapidly rising 
rents after the opening of the Isabel Station. This may include 
providing rental assistance for long-time residents of nearby 
neighborhoods (within 1 mile). 

P-LU-41: Increase the inclusionary requirement to 20 percent with a goal of 
25 percent for the overall INP area to take advantage of the strong 
connection between transit use and affordable housing. 

The INP will meet the current Plan Bay Area Priority Development Area (PDA) 
goals and BART’s TOD Performance Targets.  

  

                                                
21 BART, 2016. Transit-Oriented Development Policy. Adopted June 9. Available at 

http://www.bart.gov/about/business/tod. 
22 BART, 2016. Affordable Housing Policy. Adopted January 28. Available at 

https://www.bart.gov/sites/default/files/docs/C-
%20Affordable%20Housing%20Policy%20Adopted%201-28-16_0.pdf. 

23 BART, 2016. Station Access Policy. Adopted June 9. Available at 
https://www.bart.gov/about/planning/access. 

24 City of Livermore, 2018. Isabel Neighborhood Plan, Public Review Draft. Prepared by Dyett & 
Bhatia. January. 

https://www.bart.gov/about/planning/access
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RESPONSE C6 
Allen Payton, eTranz USA 

C6-1 An ultra-light rail system such as CyberTran was not considered as a project 
alternative for a number of reasons. CyberTran is an unproven technology 
without a long-term track record. A system like CyberTran is most effective in 
delivering passengers to multiple destinations, increasing the ROW needed for 
the system. Furthermore, it has yet to be determined whether an ultra-light rail 
system can accommodate the peak passenger loads anticipated by BART. 
Although there were some early discussions by BART with CyberTran before a 
technology was chosen for the Oakland Airport Connector Project, BART has no 
record of a study of the CyberTran technology. 
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RESPONSE C7 
Michael Kay, Pritchard and Kay on behalf of Hamcor, Inc (Dublin Toyota, Dublin 
Hyundai, Dublin Volkswagen, Dublin Nissan, and 4321 Toyota Drive, LLC) 

C7-1 BART acknowledges that construction of the Proposed Project, DMU Alternative 
(with EMU Option), or Express Bus/BRT Alternative would require the 
acquisition of property from the Dublin automobile dealers listed in the 
comment letter. As described in Response to Comment B3-4, impacts to 
businesses are analyzed on pages 542 through 544 of the Draft EIR (Section 
3.D, Population and Housing) under Impact PH-3 (Displace Substantial 
Numbers of Existing Businesses during Construction). To mitigate this impact, 
the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure PH-2 (Acquisition of Property and 
Relocation Assistance), which would require BART to implement an acquisition 
and relocation program, consistent with Title 25 of the California Code of 
Regulations, Chapter 6, Section 6000 et seq., referred to as the California 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Guidelines. These 
guidelines set forth mandatory minimum requirements for notice, appraisal, 
acquisition, and relocation payments and services to compensate for 
displacements resulting from the acquisition of real property by a public entity 
for public use.  

Other than physical displacement impacts addressed by Impact PH-3, economic 
impacts to businesses are not considered to be significant environmental 
impacts under CEQA and are not required to be analyzed in an EIR. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131 states that economic and social changes resulting 
from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  

The commenter asserts that “an attempt could be made” to construct multi-
story automobile dealership buildings if the Proposed Project proceeds, but 
also indicates that they may relocate instead, or individual automobile dealers 
may close if their relocation is challenged successfully by a competing 
dealership (suggesting that other dealers are expected to continue to provide 
automobile sales and services notwithstanding economic impacts to individual 
businesses). The construction of multi-story buildings to accommodate the 
dealership size and space requirements is speculative. The comment states 
several disadvantages of such buildings that make their construction less 
likely, including: cost, operational concerns, customer experience, the 
uncertainty of manufacturer approval, and traffic and other environmental 
impacts, and also states that “no reasonable alternative appears available” to 
their current sites. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d)(3) states that an indirect 
physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably 
foreseeable impact that may be caused by the project. A change that is 
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speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable. Therefore, the 
Draft EIR is not required to analyze the impacts of potential future construction 
of multi-story buildings. Furthermore, if such buildings were to be proposed, 
they would be required to undergo their own environmental review process by 
the City of Dublin, as the commenter notes.  

In some cases, courts have found that urban decay or deterioration may be 
considered an indirect physical environmental effect of a proposed project. 
However, the commenter does not suggest any prospect of causing urban 
decay, but only direct economic consequences to individual automobile 
dealership businesses from the Proposed Project or Build Alternatives, which is 
the type of economic effect that is outside the scope of CEQA. See Placerville 
Historic Preservation League v. Judicial Council of California (2017) 
16 Cal.App.5th 187, 199 (while comments on the EIR for a courthouse 
relocation project “provide credible ground for concern that relocation will 
constitute a hardship for some local businesses, this is an insufficient basis to 
support a conclusion that relocation threatens urban decay”). 
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RESPONSE C8 
David Blackwell, Allen Matkins LLP on behalf of Ikea Property, Inc. 

C8-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The comments supporting 
the Proposed Project (Conventional BART Project) over the Build Alternatives 
are noted. 
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RESPONSE C9 
Chris Chandler, Livermore Valley Winegrowers Association 

C9-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The commenter 
recommends a connection between BART and ACE. A direct connection to ACE 
is outside the scope of the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives, which 
extend service to Isabel Avenue. 

While the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives do not include direct 
connections to ACE, they do include improved bus connections between BART 
Stations and ACE Stations. Please see Master Response 11 regarding the 
proposed bus connections to ACE. 
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RESPONSE C-10 
Gordon Chandler, Livermore Venture Partners 

C10-1 Plan Bay Area 2013 was the adopted Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy at the time of preparation of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges the draft update (Plan Bay Area 2040), which was 
published in March 2017, but had not yet been adopted by MTC; see page 57 
in Chapter 1, Introduction. The Draft EIR discusses the consistency of the 
Proposed Project and Build Alternatives with Plan Bay Area 2013 targets, which 
is sufficient for purposes of evaluating consistency with plans and policies 
under CEQA. This discussion, starting on page 1503 of the Draft EIR in 
Chapter 5, Project Merits, focuses on performance targets 1, 3, 6, and 9, which 
are applicable to the BART to Livermore Extension Project. Many of the 7 goals 
and 13 performance targets listed in Plan Bay Area 2040 are similar or identical 
to the Plan Bay Area 2013 targets. 

The BART to Livermore Extension Project is listed in both Plan Bay Area 2013 
and in Plan Bay Area 2040. However, because BART has not yet adopted the 
Proposed Project or one of the Alternatives, the BART to Livermore Extension 
Project was not included in the Plan Bay Area 2040 project performance 
assessment or transportation conformity modeling.  

The Draft EIR also discusses the relationship of the Proposed Project and Build 
Alternatives to Plan Bay Area’s project performance assessment on pages 57 to 
58 in Chapter 1, Introduction. This discussion is provided for informational 
purposes and is not required by CEQA. Should the BART Board adopt either the 
Proposed Project, the DMU Alternative/EMU Option, or the Express Bus/BRT 
Alternative and desire discretionary regional funding to design and construct 
it, MTC, not BART, would conduct the project performance assessment of the 
adopted project in accordance with its methodology. This process would 
(1) evaluate the extent to which the adopted project supports the region’s 
ability to meet the performance targets in Plan Bay Area 2040; and (2) compare 
the benefits of the adopted project to its cost-effectiveness. 

Please see Master Response 3 regarding the process and timeline for the 
review and approval of the INP and its EIR, as well its coordination with the 
timeline for the BART Board adoption of a BART to Livermore Extension Project. 
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RESPONSE C11 
Matt Williams, Sierra Club 

C11-1 This comment is introductory and summarizes comments that follow. No 
response is required.  

C11-2 The commenter's opposition to additional freeway widening or expansion 
beyond Alameda County's Measure D Urban Growth Boundary are noted. This 
boundary is referred to as the East County Urban Growth Boundary in the Draft 
EIR and is discussed in Section 3.C, Land Use and Agriculture Resources. In the 
Livermore area, this boundary is also largely contiguous with the Livermore 
Urban Growth Boundary. As described in Section 3.C, Land Use and Agricultural 
Resources, the Proposed Project and DMU Alternative/EMU Option would 
require the construction of a new storage and maintenance facility that would 
be located beyond the Urban Growth Boundary, as shown on Figure 3.C-10 on 
page 483 of the Draft EIR.  

Please see Master Response 5 regarding why a storage and maintenance facility 
is needed for the Livermore extension. Please see Master Response 6 regarding 
other locations considered but found to be infeasible and why the proposed 
location is the best available site. 

C11-3 The commenter references text describing the Isabel Avenue/BART Station 
Planning Area PDA attributed to the Association of Bay Area Governments.  

At the proposed Isabel Station, a total of 3,412 parking spaces would be 
constructed under the Proposed Project, whereas a total of 2,428 parking 
spaces would be constructed under the DMU Alternative/EMU Option. The 
impacts associated with these parking spaces have been analyzed throughout 
the EIR under each relevant impact topic. Specifically, for impacts related to 
parking at the proposed Isabel Station, please see the following analyses.  

 Impact NOI-3: Expose persons to or generate noise levels from transit 
facilities in excess of standards established by the FTA under 2025 Project 
Conditions, starting on page 1007 of the Draft EIR.  

 Impact NOI-4: Expose persons to or generate noise levels from transit 
facilities in excess of standards established by the FTA under 2040 Project 
Conditions, starting on page 1021. 

 Impact NOI-5: Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels from roadway relocation and traffic distribution in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the Proposed Project or Alternative under 
2025 Project Conditions, starting on page 1024. 
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 Impact NOI-6: Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in from roadway relocation and traffic distribution the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the Proposed Project or Alternative under 
2040 Project Conditions, starting on page 1033. 

 Impact AQ-9: Result in emissions of reactive organic gases (ROGs), nitrogen 
oxides (NOx), and particulate matter (PM) above Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) significance thresholds under 2025 Project 
Conditions, starting on page 1152. 

 Impact AQ-10: Result in emissions of ROGs, NOx, and PM above BAAQMD 
significance thresholds under 2040 Project Conditions, starting on page 
1156. 

 Impact AQ-11: Result in emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) and PM 
with a diameter of less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) causing increased health 
risk above BAAQMD significance thresholds under 2025 Project Conditions, 
starting on page 1160. 

 Impact AQ-12: Result in emissions of TACs and PM2.5 causing increased 
health risk above BAAQMD significance thresholds under 2040 Project 
Conditions, starting on page 1165. 

 Impact TRAN-7: Intersections operating at an unacceptable level of service 
(LOS), under 2025 Project Conditions, starting on page 343. Of the 
intersections in the Isabel Station vicinity, only one intersection, Livermore 
Avenue and Portola Avenue (Intersection #39) would have significant and 
unavoidable impacts, starting on page 343.  

 Impact TRAN-8: Intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS, under 
2040 Project Conditions, starting on page 360. 

Each of these impacts was identified as less-than-significant or less-than-
significant with implementation of mitigation measures, with the exception of 
one transportation impact (Impact TRAN-7) as noted above. Each of these 
analyses addresses nearby receptors and/or locations as appropriate for the 
type of impact. The commenter does not explain what aspects of traffic and 
emissions impacts should be “better identified.” The traffic, noise, and air 
quality impacts associated with the proposed parking at Isabel Station have 
been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

C11-4 Each parking space is assumed to have a turnover rate of 1.1, and all park-and-
ride trips arrive at the Isabel Station during the AM peak period and depart 
from the station during the PM peak period. Therefore, the 3,412 parking 
spaces correspond to 3,750 vehicle trips during each peak hour, or 7,500 daily 
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vehicle trips. This number includes vehicle trips with origins within and outside 
of the Isabel PDA. 

Vehicle trips associated with park-and-ride activity were captured in the traffic 
analysis of the local intersections to ensure that the local road network would 
be able to accommodate these vehicle trips.  

C11-5 Please see Response to Comment B5-2 regarding the estimated cost per new 
rider. An estimated construction schedule for all the project alternatives is 
provided beginning on page 168 of the Draft EIR. The Enhanced Bus 
Alternative, which entails limited infrastructure improvements and does not 
include freeway reconstruction (such as the express bus ramps proposed for 
the Express Bus/BRT Alternative), could be implemented much more quickly 
than the Proposed Project or the other Build Alternatives. However, as 
illustrated in Table 2-11, the comment is incorrect to state that the Express 
Bus/BRT Alternative could be implemented more quickly, as construction of 
that alternative would take approximately as long as the Proposed Project or 
DMU Alternative. Although a shorter length of I-580 would be relocated for the 
Express Bus/BRT Alternative compared to the Proposed Project or DMU 
Alternative, construction for the relocation of both eastbound and westbound 
freeway lanes in the vicinity of the Dublin/Pleasanton Station would still be 
considerable and thus a similar duration for construction is required for this 
alternative.  

C11-6 As noted by the commenter, if the Proposed Project is implemented, some 
current ACE riders may choose to drive to the new Isabel Station and park-and-
ride BART. But a larger number of new BART riders would be switching to BART 
from driving all the way to their destination, resulting in a reduction in overall 
driving. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in reductions in vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), thus reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The 
Draft EIR discusses VMT reductions beginning on page 301. Regarding 
consistency with Senate Bill 375, as a major regional transit project, the 
Proposed Project and DMU Alternative/EMU Option both would increase BART 
system ridership. Even with the former ACE riders driving to the Isabel Station, 
these alternatives would reduce regional VMT, GHG, and energy consumption, 
as shown in Table S-4 (Summary of Quantitative Beneficial Effects in 2040). Hot 
spots and air quality are analyzed in Section 3.K, Air Quality. Impacts related to 
hazardous materials, including waste and accidental spills, are analyzed in 
Section 3.N, Public Health and Safety. Impacts related to solid waste and 
utilities is analyzed in Section 3.P, Utilities. The commenter does not identify 
any inadequacies in these analyses.  
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BART is aware of possible changes in technology and propulsion, such as 
autonomous vehicles and a greater use of electric vehicles. While changes may 
occur in the future, when those changes will occur and how they will affect 
commute patterns is speculative. Therefore, the Draft EIR analysis used 
regional assumptions in the Alameda County Transportation Commission's 
Travel Demand Model and the BAAQMD Highway Screening Analysis Tool, 
which are consistent with the generally accepted industry practice. The 
commenter assumes that future technologies are “likely to have much cleaner 
impacts” but this is also speculative, as it is not necessarily the case that 
autonomous vehicles will be electric.  

C11-7 Please see Master Response 8 for information regarding the impacts of a 
Livermore Extension on the BART system, including peak hour capacity.  

C11-8 The discussion in Chapter 5, Project Merits, of the Draft EIR is provided for 
informational purposes and is not required by CEQA. It appropriately focuses 
on performance targets 1, 3, 6, and 9, which are applicable to the BART to 
Livermore Extension Project. Regarding performance target 10, BART is 
engaged in an extensive process to bring the system to a state of good repair. 
For purposes of the Draft EIR, however, BART’s efforts to maintain a State of 
Good Repair are not a component of the Proposed Project or any of the 
Alternatives. If approved, funding for the BART to Livermore Extension Project 
would be independent of funding for any other planned projects intended to 
help the system meet the state of good repair. Since funding would come from 
a different source for the extension than funding for system maintenance, 
construction of the extension is not expected to affect ongoing efforts to 
improve the existing system.  
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By Michael D. Setty
Editor, California Rail News

Part of the deal-making by Governor 
Jerry Brown and the State Legislature to 
gain passage of the SB-1 transportation 
funding measure included earmarking 
$400 million to extend Altamont 
Commuter Express (ACE) commuter 
rail service to Modesto, Ceres, Turlock, 
Livingston/Atwater and Merced. ACE, 
currently running between Stockton and 
San Jose, had unfunded plans to extend 
to Merced, called ACEforward.

SB-1 raises gas taxes and registration 
fees to for improved highway and street 
maintenance, as well as more funding for 
transit capital and operations, intercity 
rail, pedestrian and bicycle projects.

Now that a large portion of the 
ACEforward program is funded, TRAC 
sees tremendous potential for synergy 
between ACE and the San Joaquins. 
Combining their capital programs will 
allow the creation over time of an East-
West Altamont route that is both much 
faster and much more reliable for both 
services, since much greater capacity 
would be available for both passenger 
trains and freight traffic. 

The ACE route is far better matched 
to projected Bay Area travel demand 
than the San Joaquin's current route. 
Putting the trains from both services 
on the same tracks would substantially 
expand the availability of service. This 
would effectively convert ACE to an all-
day transit provider, a long-time goal. 
The resulting convenient schedule would 
attract large numbers of passengers away 
from their cars, thereby aiding the State's 
climate program. Rerouting San Joaquins 
via the Altamont also opens up potential 
direct service between the Central Valley 
and San Francisco, the San Francisco 
Peninsula and Silicon Valley. Direct 
service to Sacramento would be offered as 
additional track capacity is developed.

These synergies could be achieved in 
the near-term, depending on negotiations 
for Altamont track capacity. San Joaquin 
trains from Bakersfield could pull 
into the Stockton ACE platform, then 
change directions to head west to the 
Tri-Valley and East Bay. A bus bridge 
(and perhaps future DEMU service) 
connecting Martinez and Stockton would 
support existing passengers as service is 
realigned.

Travel times will become faster than 
the current San Joaquin schedule as 
the improvements proposed below are 
brought into service. Connecting to the 
Capitol Corridor in Fremont (Centerville) 
opens the San Joaquin to the rich job 
market of the East Bay. The proposed 
new stops would substantially improve 
the cost-effectiveness of the new route 
between Lathrop and Merced.

By integrating ACE and San Joaquins 
service, other opportunities include 
dramatically expanded San Joaquins 
schedules serving Sacramento. Potentially 
large ridership gains can be achieved 
by rerouting service via Altamont Pass, 
the Dumbarton Corridor and via Caltrain 
tracks to San Mateo County and San 
Francisco. This reroute would also open 
up possibilities for direct intercity rail 
service from San Francisco and the South 
Bay to Stockton and Sacramento.

TRAC'S INTEGRATION PLAN  FOR SAN JOAQU

The remainder of this article outlines 
the details of proposed services and 
needed capital improvements to support 
proposed operations, with attention on 
retaining existing rail freight capacity.

Summary of Proposed Upgrades

Please refer to the numbered items on 
the map above.

ACEforward Enhancements

1. ACEforward extension to Modesto 
and Merced. The second track 
constructed by ACEforward alongside 
the existing Union Pacific freight tracks 
paralleling Highway 99 from the Lathrop/
Manteca areas to Stanislaus and Merced 
Counties would be designed to allow 
operation of passenger trains every 30 
minutes all-day. This would require 
constructing two primarily passenger 
tracks at most stations, and three to five-
mile long 3rd passing tracks at selected 
locations. New infrastructure should 
be designed to allow San Joaquins to 
operate hourly in each direction, along 
with at least hourly ACE trains during 
the morning and afternoon peaks, 

and two-hourly midday, evenings and 
weekends. 

2. Lathrop Junction Transfer Station. 
Construct new transfer station at Lathrop 
Junction with platforms, passenger 
overcrossings of mainline track, and other 
facilities as needed to accommodate 
timed, cross-platform connections, allow-
ing direct access from any direction to 
Sacramento, the ACE extension along 
Highway 99 to Modesto and Merced, the 
San Joaquin route to Bakersfield, and the 
Bay Area via Altamont.

3. Construct a new track connection 
in South Merced to transition San 
Joaquins off existing Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe trackage to new passenger 
tracks between Merced and Lathrop. 
This might be a new surface connection 
adjacent to University Parkway or a short 
tunnel paralleling Highway 140. A lower-
cost connection could use the existing 
rail spur north of Central Merced to make 
the connection, and serve the existing 
Amtrak Merced station.

4. Reroute existing passenger service 
between Lathrop and West Tracy via 

Possible bypass route (see text)
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AQUINS & ALTAMONT COMMUTER EXPRESS 

the prior Southern Pacific Altamont Pass 
route through downtown Tracy. This 
routing would provide much better, more 
central service to the 90,000 residents 
of Tracy, and would also allow rerouted 
San Joaquins to serve the community. 
Connect tracks to the existing Union 
Pacific alignment west of I-580. Double 
track this segment, as previously 
operated by SP.

5. Through the Altamont Pass area, 
construct a new double-track tunnel 
and/or new alignment(s) parallel to 
I-580 to reduce 5-10 minutes running 
time in each direction, and to facilitate 
future line upgrades to 110 and/or 125 
standards. To expand capacity between 
Altamont Pass and the tunnel in Niles, 
consider the options studied in the 2011 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis for 
the Altamont Corridor Rail Project. This 
could be a major project for the Transit 
and Intercity Rail Capital Program, or for 
private capital. Select a route that avoids 
the Tri-Valley downtowns and does 
not share tracks with freight trains, if 
possible.

6. To expand capacity between Alta-

mont Pass and the entrance to Niles 
Canyon, consider the options studied 
in the 2011 Preliminary Alternatives 
Analysis for the Altamont Corridor Rail 
Project. This could be a major project 
for the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital 
Program, or for private capital. Select a 
new route that bypasses the Tri-Valley 
downtowns and the winding Niles 
Canyon line, and does not share track 
with freight trains if possible. 

7. New San Joaquins/ACE/BART 
transfer station at Shinn Street 
in Fremont. The pedestrian-only 
connection to/from BART would offer 
no local access except for emergencies, 
similar to the new BART/eBART station 
in the median of Highway 4 a half-mile 
east of the existing Pittsburg/Bay Point 
BART station.

San Francisco Segment

8. Rebuild the Dumbarton Rail Bridge 
and rail corridor, with new stations in 
Newark and Willow Road (Facebook) in 
Menlo Park. This project would connect 
Fremont with the Caltrain Corridor, 
costing less than $300 million if the 

unneeded capital improvements proposed 
in recent government studies are drop-
ped. A local service provider is to be 
determined on Dumbarton line.

9. Extend San Joaquins service from 
Fremont to San Francisco via the 
Dumbarton Bridge, Redwood City and 
the Caltrain Corridor, taking advantage 
of new passing tracks between the 
Redwood City station and San Mateo 
proposed by the California High-Speed 
Rail Authority. These trains would 
provide connections to the northern part 
of Silicon Valley, its employment center.

10. Stop at the Millbrae BART/Caltrain 
station, connecting to BART and SFO.

Sacramento Segment

11. From Stockton, extend San Joa-
quins and ACE service to Sacramento 
via Union Pacific’s Sacramento Sub-
division (the prior Western Pacific). 
Capital improvements include new 
stations and passing sidings or double-
tracking as required.

12. Provide East-West Bus Connec-
tions between Lodi, Galt and 65th 
Street in East Sacramento (connecting 
to light rail and Sacramento State 
University), and the ACE/San Joaquin 
stations to the west.

13. New track connection from north-
south UP line with loop track to east-
west UP route on currently vacant 
property east and north to provide direct 
access into Sacramento Valley station. 
Add two tracks between this point and 
the station to avoid freight conflicts.

14. Provide East-West Bus Connec-
tions between Denair, East Modesto, 
Riverbank-Oakdale, and Escalon, and 
the respective ACE/San Joaquin stations 
to the west.

Martinez Segment

15. Provide DEMU shuttle service 
between Stockton and Martinez, re-
placing current San Joaquins service 
on this route. This will free up slots for 
expanded Capitol Corridor service west 
of Martinez.

Rolling Stock

Replace existing ACE locomotive-
hauled trains with DEMUs. DEMUs 
offer great flexibility. Their lower opera-
ting costs allow them to be used in 
short trains off-peak. They can split 
and combine trains when a route has 
more than one potential destination. 
For example, trains originating on the 
Highway 99 extension to Stanislaus and 
Merced Counties could operate with 
two DEMU trainsets coupled together, 
splitting at Lathrop Junction, with one 
section traveling to Sacramento, and 
the other into the Bay Area. Similarly, 
trains originating in Stockton could oper-
ate with two DEMU sets, splitting at 
Centerville (Fremont), with one section 
traveling to San Francisco and the other 
to San Jose, in both directions.

Service Plan

ACE and the San Joaquins would be 
coordinated, to provide consistent day-
long service. ACE would be an all-stops 
commuter service, while San Joaquins 
would be an intercity service, with many 
fewer stops and higher speeds. See the 
accompanying article describing the 
difference between these service types.
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RESPONSE C12 
David Schonbrunn, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

C12-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. This comment is 
informational in nature; no response is necessary. 

C12-2 The commenter’s opinion of conventional BART technology is noted. BART is a 
heavy rail, inter-city system that operates in five counties and serves a variety 
of both high and lower density communities. BART’s mission is to serve the 
residents within the District’s boundary. The costs and benefits of the 
Proposed Project and each of the alternatives have been identified in the Draft 
EIR. Please refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, of this document, as well as the 
Evaluation Report for additional information pertaining to the costs and 
benefits of the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives. The Evaluation Report 
is provided as a link on the project website at 
https://www.bart.gov/about/projects/liv.The BART Board will review the 
various transit alternatives, including their costs and benefits, and will 
determine which, if any, will go forward. 

Replacing conventional BART technology in the existing system by conversion 
to standardized components, as suggested by the commenter, would be a 
different project scope, involving much greater cost and disruption than that of 
the Proposed Project and Build Alternatives. Within the scope of the Livermore 
Extension Project addressed in this EIR, the Build Alternatives presented for 
consideration by the BART Board include DMU, EMU, as well as bus technology, 
which is less expensive than conventional BART.  

C12-3 The commenter’s preference for bus service is noted.  

C12-4 The commenter’s opinion is noted. The projected ridership for the Proposed 
Project has been revised and reduced since the Program EIR was certified in 
2010. As illustrated in Table 3.B-21 of the Draft EIR, additional weekday BART 
systemwide ridership would be approximately 11,900 in 2040. Although San 
Joaquin County patrons on BART would still be approximately 24 percent of the 
additional BART ridership, a substantial part of the ridership reduction is due 
to the lowered growth projections for San Joaquin County compared to those at 
the time of the Program EIR. For a discussion of how the additional ridership 
will affect existing BART capacity, see page 296 of the Draft EIR and Master 
Response 8.  

C12-5 Please see Response to Comment B2-11 for information about a one-seat ride 
to Silicon Valley, also referred to as the Bay Fair Connector Project.  

https://www.bart.gov/about/projects/liv
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C12-6 See the responses to Letter B8 from the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
on the relationship between BART, ACE, travel times, and ridership. A BART to 
ACE connection at Shinn Street in Fremont was not considered in the Draft EIR 
because it would not achieve three of the key objectives for the BART to 
Livermore Extension Project, which were focused on advancing transit in the 
Tri-Valley Area (see Draft EIR pages 2 to 3): 

 Provide a cost effective intermodal link of the existing BART system to the 
inter-regional rail network and a series of PDAs identified by the City of 
Livermore, MTC, and the Association of Bay Area Governments. These PDAs 
include the Livermore Isabel Avenue BART Station PDA, the Livermore 
Downtown PDA, and the Livermore East Side PDA. 

 Support the regional goals of integrating transit and land use policies to 
create opportunities for TOD in PDAs in the Livermore area. 

 Provide an effective commute alternative to traffic congestion on I-580. 

Also see Response to Comment D43-4 and Master Response 11 regarding ACE.  

C12-7 The comment supporting improvement of ACE service is noted. The comment 
is correct that the BART to Livermore Extension Draft EIR evaluated BART-only 
operated rail alternatives in the Tri-Valley. As stated in CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15126.6 (a), the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by 
a rule of reason that requires the EIR to consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and 
public participation. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project. Both the expansion of capacity between the Altamont Pass and the 
tunnel in Niles studied in the 2011 Preliminary Alternatives Analysis for the 
Altamont Corridor Rail Project (noted in the attachment to the comment letter) 
and the commenter’s proposal to reconfigure intercity San Joaquin service are 
outside the scope of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as they involve different rail 
technology on a different alignment, under the jurisdiction of a different 
agency. The comments should be addressed to the San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission, which operates ACE.  
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Rachel Russell

From: Barbara Steinfeld <barbara@visittrivalley.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 11:04 AM
To: BART To Livermore Outreach
Subject: Tourism in the Tri-Valley

Visit Tri‐Valley is the destination marketing organization representing Livermore, Pleasanton, Dublin and Danville.  We 
represent a total of 37 hotels in four cities, and two counties. The board of directors is comprised not only of hotel 
general managers but also the Alameda County Fairgrounds, the Bankhead Theater, Black Tie Transportation, Palm 
Event Center as well as the Livermore Valley Winegrowers Association.    
 
As a unified voice across many sectors we want to encourage the extension of BART to Livermore and BART to ACE.   
 
One of the biggest hurdles for tourism in the Tri‐Valley is the lack of transportation throughout the Tri‐Valley 
exacerbated by traffic gridlock.  As we work to entice groups to the region for weekend sports competitions and as we 
work with international visitors especially from China and the UK, we face daily frustration in explaining the traffic, our 
lack of accessibility and the unreliability of planning arrival and departure times.   
 
Tourism contributes $640M in taxes to the state and the region from the Tri‐Valley alone.  We employ 5900 in our 
industry here.  Tourism is a big deal and could be bigger if we weren’t hindered by the lack of transportation to the Tri‐
Valley compounded by the stopped traffic daily on 580/680 in our region.   
 
We thank you for completing the draft EIR and encourage BART to continue the planning  and analysis process for 
expanding BART to Livermore and ACE.   
 
Cordially,  
 
Barbara Steinfeld 
 

 

BARBARA STEINFELD 
PRESIDENT
5075 Hopyard Road | Suite 240 | Pleasanton, CA 94588 
Direct & Fax: 925.417.6688 
Email: barbara@visittrivalley.com
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Rachel Russell

From: Barbara Steinfeld <barbara@visittrivalley.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 10:57 AM
To: Donald Dean; Rachel Russell
Subject: BART Livermore Project Question

We heard a presentation this morning at the Livermore Chamber meeting about the four options for BART to Livermore. 
Only one of the options is really BART to Livermore—that is the full BART option. I support that option.   
 
It is the only one that will serve the expanding population for the Tri‐Valley and all points east that will and do now 
utilize BART.  It is the option that is projected to serve the most people, 11,900 daily, according to the report.  I wonder 
if the true rate of growth for the communities east of Livermore was taken into account when projecting that 
number?  By 2040 surely it will be even more.   
 
The bus options aren’t even a bandaid on the problem.  The diesel and electric options cost as much as full BART so why 
make people change trains? That’s a deterrent, not a solution.    
 
Thank you for moving forward with this project.  Please think of the future and choose full BART to Livermore.   
 
Cordially,  
 
Barbara Steinfeld    
 

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 

BARBARA STEINFELD 
PRESIDENT
5075 Hopyard Road | Suite 240 | Pleasanton, CA 94588 
Direct & Fax: 925.417.6688 
Email: barbara@visittrivalley.com
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RESPONSE C13 
Barbara Steinfeld, Visit Tri-Valley 

C13a-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The comments supporting 
the Proposed Project (Conventional BART Project) are noted. The Proposed 
Project and Alternatives do not include a connection between BART and ACE. 
Extending BART far enough to create a connection to ACE may be pursued in a 
future project, but it is not part of this project, which extends only to Isabel 
Avenue.  

C13b-1 Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The comments supporting 
the Proposed Project (Conventional BART Project) are noted. 

Please see Response to Comment B4-12, which describes the land use 
assumptions used in the BLVX Travel Demand Model. This approach uses land 
use assumptions provided in Plan Bay Area, which is this region’s Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, as well as projections 
from the San Joaquin Council of Governments for San Joaquin County land use. 
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RESPONSE C14 
Dawn P. Argula, Livermore Valley Chamber of Commerce 

C14-1 The commenter expresses support for the Proposed Project. The comment is 
informational in nature: no response is necessary. 
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